presented an analytical solution to describe the movement of solutes in finite soil columns. The effect of boundary conditions in both the papers have been similar. The authors concluded that standard solution (Eq. [8] of Parlange and Starr, 1975) used in the past is accurate to describe the break-through curve but not the concentration profile within the column. In our opinion the problem is more of identifying the value of parameter D for predicting solute concentration profile and its utilization in the known standard solution rather than the applicability of Eq. [8] which the authors seem to emphasize.
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To illustrate the point in question we refer to Fig. 1 and 2 of Parlange and Starr (1975) on which their conclusions are based. It may be seen from Fig. 1 that the predicted breakthrough curves from Eq. [8] and Eq. [14] are essentially the same, indicating that the same amounts of salt have gone out of the soil profile; but in Fig. 2 the concentration profile predicted from Eq. [8] is always higher than one predicted using Eq. [14] . This indicates that either of the two equations do not account for the salt balance. For maintaining the total salt balance the dotted line in Fig. 2 should cross over the solid line at an appropriate point such that the area under each curve is the same. This does not happen because, when concentration profiles for known parameters v and D are predicted using Eq.
[8] in its present form, the value of Peclet number [(vxjD) = B] changes with x for the same salt-water system. This does not happen when breakthrough curves are predicted as x does not vary and remains the same value at which D is evaluated. As in a given salt-water system the dispersion parameter D is related to x in a manner such that (Kirkham and Powers, 1972) ,
where s = slope of breakthrough curve at one pore volume. The present form of Eq. [8] will require an equivalent change in D with x when used for predicting concentration profiles. Thus Eq.
[8] could be better expressed in terms of Peclet number, B, and number of pore volumes passed, P, as:
While using Eq.
[2a] for predicting solute concentration at various depths at a given time the actual number of pore volumes passed from the point in consideration should be used rather than the number of pore volumes passed through the whole column. If this change is brought about and concentration profiles are plotted using Eq.
[2a] the dotted line of Fig.  2 of Parlange and Starr (1975) will be as shown in Fig. la by the curve for constant B which crosses the curve of Eq.
[13] at about B = 4. A similar result will be obtained when the adsorption term is accounted for. This clearly shows that total salt balance is maintained by both the equations if B rather than D is considered as constant in standard solution of Eq.
[8]. However, in the absence of any observed data it may be difficult to say which of the two equations predict closer to the observed values.
If we look at Fig. la we find that the predicted values from both the solutions differ as if we increase D in the authors solution or decrease D in the standard solution. At some appropriate value of D, both will coincide as in case of the breakthrough curve. The only problem is to determine the value of D as Eq. la is applicable only when the second term in the standard solution is negligible and thus D determined from Eq. 
Reply
To conserve mass, our condition (5) (Parlange and Starr, 1975) must be used at x = 0. This condition reduces to c = c c only if D = 0. The authors suggest then using the simple solution for the condition c = c a at x = 0 but with a variable D, such that D = 0 at x = 0. This elegant suggestion may well be useful in practice; however, we see two theoretical difficulties that should be assessed carefully before applying the solution.
1) It is not clear why D should be proportional to x. 2) If D is proportional to x, then the simple solution obtained for D constant is not strictly valid.
